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Figure 13. Examples of small triangular "arrow heads" (Wauchope 1966:161). 
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Figure 14. Attaching point to arrow shaft (Brose 1991:65). 

Figure 15. Examples of brass projectile points (Gibson 1980:174). 
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Figure 16. Example of scraper and how it might have been used (Brose 1991:25) . 
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Figure 17. Examples of scraper use (Semenov 1976:85). 

Figure 18. Example of ground stone celt. 
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Figure 20. Examples of hafted celt-like tools from a dry Southwest cave (Moore 
1905:Figure 69). 
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Figure 21. Possible hafting of an adz (Semenov 1976:135) 
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Figure 22. De Bry engraving of canoe building, showing the use of fire and adz. 
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Figure 23. Examples of nutting or pitted stones (Wauchope 1966:184). 
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Figure 24. Examples of nutting or pitted stones (Wauchope 1966:200). 
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Figure 25. Examples of stone drills (Titterington 1938:22). 

Figure 26. Pressure flaking (left), soft hammer or baton technique (right) (J oukowsky 
1980:315; Nickels et al. 1979:230). 

Figure 27. Examples of bone fish hooks (Bareis and Porter 1984:226). 
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Figure 28. Examples of bone awls (Black 1967:449). 
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Figure 29. Bone beamer (Black 1968:451). 
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I Figure 30. Wooden vessels (Gilliland 1975:57). 
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Figure 31. Wood spear with bone point (Gilliland 1975:70). 
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Figure 32. Wood paddle (Gilliland 1975:125). 

Figure 33. Wood handles for adzes (Gilliland 1975:140). 
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I Figure 34. De Bry view of Virginia Indian bow, arrows, and quiver. 
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Figure 35. De Bry view of Port Royal Indians with bows and arrows. 
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Figure 36. Catawba bow and arrows. 
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Figure 37. Catawba fish spears. 
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POTTERY, BASKETRY, AND FABRICS 

Pottery 

The pottery produced by coastal groups at about AD. 1650 is called Altamaha. It 
is a complicated stamped pottery, typically in deep urn or shallow bowl shapes. Figure 38 
provides examples of several typical vessel motifs, while Figure 39 indicates typical vessel 
forms. 

The pottery was called "complicated stamped" since the "designs" are 
"complicated" and since they are stamped on the pot. Figure 40 illustrates several typical 
paddles used to stamp the pottery. 

While beyond the scope of this review, Fewkes (1944) provides an excellent 
review of Catawba pottery making which would be appropriate for additional 
technological information on pottery production. Otherwise, the only other items 
appropriate for a ''pottery production area" might be evidence of an at or slightly below 
grade firing hole (Figure 41 ). 

White illustrates the use of a pottery vessel (Figure 42). While from Virginia, the 
vessel form is similar and it is likely that the use would have been identical. 

Once broken, pottery was ground into circular disks, possibly for use as gaming 
stones (Figure 43). Pottery was also used as hones and abraders. 

Clay was formed into tobacco pipes, a variety of which are shown in Figure 44. 
Each would have had a reed stem. 

Basketry 

Although not yet found at coastal sites, it seems reasonable that Native Americans 
would have used basketry. Based on Le Mayne's visit among the Florida Tirnucua, De 
Bry shows Indians using baskets to carry foods (Figure 45). Basket remains have been 
found preserved at other late Mississippian sites (Figure 46). 

Fabrics, fibers, and netting 

Again, these items have not been found at coastal sites, yet they are seen in De 
Bry's drawings and they are found at a few sites -- preserved either by their association 
with copper or because the site was very wet. Figure 47 - 49 provide examples of a few 
of the better preserved items. 

Based on the few items preserved from unique sites it seems clear that the Native 
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Americans of this time period were able to produce a wide range of cordage and rope, 
spit cane mats (with dyed patterns and designs), and fabrics (including many with rabbit 
fur). 

Figure 38. Indian pottery motifs typical of the Beaufort area, ca. A.D. 1650 (Caldwell 
1943:40, 42). 
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Figure 40. Examples of pottery paddles (Holmes 1903:78, Plate 113) 

Figure 41. Example of pottery being fired on the surface (Rye 1981:97). 
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Figure 42. John White painting of vessel over a fire. 

Figure 43. Examples of pottery discs (Holmes 1903: 141 ). 
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Figure 44. Clay tobacco pipes (Holmes 1903: Plate 124). 

Figure 45. De Bry drawing of Florida Indians using baskets. 



Figure 46. Fragments of basketry (Hamilton 1952:186). 

Figure 47. Textile fragments with what has been described as "eagle feather" design 
(Hamilton 1952:187). 
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Figure 48. Historic Native American cane mat from Louisiana (Fundaburk and Foreman 
1957: Plate 134 ). 
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Figure 49. Example of netting and cordage from the Key Marco site (Gilliland 
1975:240). 
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DRESS AND ORNAMENTS 

Waddell (1980:43) observes that several of the early La Mayne drawings show 
coastal Indians (of both sexes) naked. Given ethnohistoric data this is not unreasonable, 
especially for the co=on person or individuals not involved in ceremonial activities. 
Waddell goes on to mention that the first act of the Spanish was probably to get the 
Indians to wear cloths, also a reasonable conclusion given their religious zeal. 

Many of the preceding De Bry illustrations provide a glimpse of Native American 
dress. Those such as Figures 10 - 12, 22, 34 -35 show both males and females with 
minimal clothing and are probably reasonable representations of normal, daily dress -- at 
least during warm weather. 

There are, however, historic accounts of more substantial clothing. For example, 
the Ayllon colonists mention that the Indians were dressed in skins or a net-like material 
made of Spanish moss. DeSoto found the Indians at Cofitachequi wearing well-prepared 
skins with multi-colored designs. An account mentions that these skins were worn with 
the fur turned in during the winter and turned out during the su=er. An English 
account from 1670 mentions deer skins and Spanish moss robes. 

It is certainly understandable to speculate that, at winter settlements, there may 
have been greater use of hides and other clothing than suggested by the De Bry prints. 
We have evidence that the Indians were skilled at dressing hides (and that rabbit hair 
was woven into fabrics), and that hides were used as clothing. 

The De Bry illustrations also reveal several additional features. Many of the 
Native American groups appear to be painted and probably tattooed. There are a 
number of works which attempt to reconstruct Native American decorative patterns and, 
if such information is necessary (beyond the limited illustrations provided here) we will 
be happy to provide additional research. It is also likely that the groups in the low 
country also made extensive use of shell, bone, and perhaps clay beads. Figure 50 
illustrates a variety of bead styles. By 1670 it is likely that trade beads had been 
introduced by the Spaniards, although they were probably restricted to the elite until the 
English flooded the "market" in the early eighteenth century. 

There are a number of other personal decorative objects -- ear spools, shell 
gorgets, shell bracelets, and shell pins - these may have primarily been items worn by 
the elite, or by individuals during special ceremonies. Based on limited occurrences in 
grave settings, relatively few individuals appear to have had these items. Consequently, it 
is probably best not to include them in a "typical" hamlet scene. In addition, personal 
adornment items (other than possible ceremonial items) were likely not removed, but 
were constantly worn. 

34 
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Figure 50. Examples of shell beads (Moorehead 1905: Figure 94). 
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EUROPEAN CONTACT AND TRADE GOODS 

With European contact came tremendous changes -- disease, slavery, alcohol, 
environmental destruction, and eventually almost total destruction of the native culture. 
Only 12 years after Charles Towne was settled the coastal Native American population 
had decreased by 50% to no more than about 1,000 individuals. Six out of every seven 
Indians along the South Carolina coast died through contact with European groups -
primarily the Spanish and later the English. 

There are a wide range of English trade goods -- ceramics, beads, iron and brass 
kettles, axes, hoes, adzes, strike-a-lights, copper bangles, scissors, thimbles, guns and 
powder flasks, bells, kaolin pipes, and fabrics (blankets and cloth). At the time period 
proposed by the Museum (ca. AD. 1650) there would be relatively few trade goods. The 
major "watershed" is ca. AD. 1705-1710, after which time the Indians were using 
European clothing, arrows were commonly tipped with brass, and glass beads were 
exceptionally common. 
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RECOMNIBNDATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL 
NATIVE AMERICAN EXHIBIT MATERIALS 

The focus of the Museum exhibit will provide visitors with a greater 
understanding of Native American life ca. AD. 1650 and this is good. However, that 
period must be understood in context of Native American cultural development (i.e., 
12,000 B.C. to AD. 1650) and in context of the European intrusion (i.e., AD. 1650 to ca. 
AD. 1720). 

One obvious route is to use the commonly accepted cultural and temporal 
divisions: 

• Paleoindian Period, 12,000 - 8,000 B.C. 

• Archaic Period, 8,000 B.C. - 1,000 B.C. 

• Woodland Period, 1,000 B.C. - AD. 1200 

• Mississippian Period, AD. 1200 - AD. 1650 

• Contact and Historic Periods, AD. 1650 - AD. 1720 

This allows easy comprehension by most visitors, since it is chronologically 
organized. It allows easy "time-line" exhibition techniques. And it can be related to by 
the more informed visitor. 

Each period can be dealt with by the Museum using existing collections, 
photographs, easy to assemble label copy, and museum quality replicas (of, for example, 
Paleoindian points). 

While the goal of this brief discussion is not to lay out the exhibition, major topics 
include: 

• The Native American's use of the environment and descriptions of that 
environment, including climate and, especially, sea level changes -- topics 
of relevance to coastal islands like Hilton Head and which can be easily 
tied to other, nature based, threads in the exhibit. 

• The manufacture of the first pottery in North American -- Stallings -
and how it helped change Native American culture. 

• The formation of year-round village life on the coast during the Late 
Archaic and how this is tied to ecology issues. 

37 
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• How the coast participated in broader cultural themes, such as the 
Hopewell Burial Mound Tradition and the South Appalachian Temple 
Mound Tradition. 

• The impact of disease, slavery, alcohol, trade, and warfare on the srnall 
coastal tribes met at contact. It is essential that visitors understand the 
terrible consequences of the European invasion of North America. Without 
understanding these consequences the exhibit is sterile. 

• Finally, the issue of "settlement indians" should be addressed, since it is 
the remnants of these Indians who are today the Edisto and similar groups. 

In addition to these cultural sequence issues, there should also be at least one 
exhibit dealing with the nature and science of archaeology. The public too often thinks of 
Indiana Jones, fossils, or treasure hunting when archaeology is mentioned. One goal of 
every museum exhibit should be to help the public understand what archaeology is and 
why it is important to us all. While the proposed video is an excellent tool for exploring 
the techniques of archaeology, there must be an exhibit which explains: 

• what archaeology is, and 

• what its goals are. 

The video tape explores only the field investigations of Fish Hall. Left as is, this 
will promote the public's perception that archaeology is about digging square holes. If the 
video is used we strongly recommend that additional footage be used to: 

• explore the analysis of the artifacts 

• explain the need to conserve excavated artifacts 

• illustrate the use of computers and other techniques to help 
understand the excavated data, 

• show the publication process -- so the public understands 
that the goal of the excavations is not to collect 
artifacts, but to understand how people lived, and 

• show that all of the artifacts are permanently 
curated -- again to dispel the public's 
impression that the artifacts are kept by 
the finder. 

This also offers the opportunity to make visitors to the island aware of the Hilton 
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Head Town ordinance to protect archaeological sites (the only one of its kind in South 
Carolina). Some discussion should also be included concerning the damage done to 
archaeological sites by looters, vandals, and those using metal detectors. 
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